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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- (f NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
• Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 29 May 2003 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) E3 Claim(s) 1-56 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 12-18.31 and 41-47 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) E) Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [3 Claimfsl 1-11.19-30.32-40 and 48-56 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

1 1) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) 13 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)l3 All b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .[3 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

30 Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 

Attachment(s) 

1 ) I3 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary {PTO-41 3) Paper No(s). . 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) ^ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 6.7.8 . 6) □ Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This action is responsive to communications: original application filed 7/13/2000 with foreign priority 
filing data of 7/14/1999. IDS filed 8/3 1/2000 (paper 5), 6/6/2001 (paper 6), 5/20/2002 (paper 7), and 5/29/2003 
(paper 8). The examiner notes submission of IDS (paper 5), however, the examiner cannot find IDS paper 5 in 
the file wrapper. Please resubmit EDS filed 8/3 1/2000 (as paper 5) with next correspondence. 

2. Claims 1-56 are subject to restriction requirement, to which Applicant elects as noted below. 

3. Claims 1-56 are pending. Claims 1, 12, 19, 25, 31-33, 41, 48 are independent claims. 



Election/Restrictions 

4. Restriction to one of the following inventions is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 : 

Group I. Claims 1-11, 19-30, 32-40, 48-56, drawn to File Processing/Query Processing (i.e. 
searching), classified in class 707, subclass 3. 

Group II. Claims 12-18, 31, 41-47, drawn to Data Processing: Presentation Processing of 
Document/Layout, classified in class 715, subclass 517. 

5. The inventions are distinct, each from the other because of the following reasons: 

Inventions I and II are unrelated Inventions are unrelated if it can be shown that they are not disclosed 
as capable of use together and they have different modes of operation, different functions, or different effects 
(MPEP § 806.04, MPEP § 808.01). In the instant case the different inventions are 

Group I, substantially directed towards querying (searching) data over a network and returning location of 
results. Group II, substantially directed towards formatting the layout of a document. 
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6. Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have acquired a separate status in 
the art as shown by their different classification, restriction for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

7. During a telephone conversation with Lock See Yu Jahnes on Friday November 7, 2003, and 
Webnesday November 12, 2003, a provisional election was made without traverse to prosecute the invention of 
Group I, claims 1-11, 19-30, 32-40, 48-56. Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying 
to this Office action. Group n, claims 12-18, 3 1, 41-47 are withdrawn from further consideration by the 
examiner, 37 CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

8. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claims 5, 28, 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In regard to dependent claims 5, 28, 38, each of claims 5, 28, 38 recite "(second) graphical 
separators", which is vague and indefinite. A "second" graphical separator implies the existence of at least a 
"first" graphical separator. Since a first separator is neither disclosed in any of claims 5, 28, 38, nor in any 
respective intervening claims, said second graphical separator is indefinite. The examiner's suggestion of 
changing "(second) graphical separators" to "graphical separators" in each of said claims will overcome this 
rejection. 



Application/Control Number: 09/6 15,781 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2176 

Examiner's Note 

The following rejections are based upon a possible interpretation of claims 5, 28, 38 "(second) 
graphical separators" as "graphical separators". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 
forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the maimer in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 1-11, 19-30, 32-40, 48-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Barrera et al. (hereinafter Barrera), U.S. Patent No. 6,567,800 issued May 2003, in view of Ernst, Warren 
(hereinafter Ernst), Using Netscape, 1995 Que Corporation, pages 56-57, 73-82. 

In regard to independent claim 1, Barrera teaches presentation of search results from a search over a 
network (i.e. Internet), said search utilizing a spider to retrieve page information regarding various categories, as 
well as user queries, resulting in retrieval of relevant URLs (location addresses) (Barrera Abstract, column 4 
lines 21-34, 59-65, column 5 lines 4-13; compare with claim 1 "A method of presenting search results obtained 
from a search conducted over a computer network, said search being performed using searching criteria and 
returning information including a plurality of network locations, said method comprising the steps of:" 

Barrera teaches extracting various web page information (i .e. identity of author, date, textual content, 
etc.) (Barrera column 4 lines 25-34; compare with claim 1 "extracting data from a first one of said network 
locations""). 

Barrera teaches a content keyword search request, resulting in page URLs returned including matched 
keywords found within each page (Barrera column 5 lines 6-11; compare with claim 1 "examining said data to 
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identify therein said searching criteria to provide at least one specific location within said first network location 
of said searching criteria", and "using said one specific location to identify from said extracted data specific 
data including at least said searching criteria "). 

Barrera teaches formatting the display of search results within a dynamically generated web page 
(Barrera column 5 lines 10-16, 47-55, Figure 9). Barrera does not specifically teach that the search term(s) 
themselves (i.e. ''telephone" of Barrera Figure 9) are formatted (displayed) along with retrieved information, as 
claimed. However, Barrera teaches an embodiment whereby a search engine's query results include either the 
search term itself within each result (i.e. AT&T), or as close a match as possible (i.e. AT+T) (see Barrera Figure 
4), providing the claimed equivalent of inclusion of "search criteria" within the claimed "formatted specific 
data". It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to interpret 
Barrera in this fashion, providing a user of Barrera the benefit of displaying the context to which a search term 
is applied to a document. 

Barrera does not specifically teach its dynamically displayed web page document as a "printable" 
document. However, Ernst teaches an HTML browser (Netscape) which describes printing of web pages to a 
printer, including display of various search engine related pages subject to printing (Ernst page 56, 80-82). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Ernst to Barrera, 
providing a user of Barrera the benefit of printing its search engine web page results for permanent future 
reference (compare with claim 1 'formatting said specific data into a printable document"). 

Barrera teaches analysis and fonnatting of a plurality of web page data which satisfy the necessary 
search criteria (Barrera column 5 lines 10-16, Figures 4, 9; compare with claim 1 "repeating steps (a) to (d) for 
each remaining said network location in which step (d) incorporates said formatted data of said remaining 
network location to said printable document '."). 

In regard to dependent claim 2, Barrera teaches various extra information associated with returned 
results (i.e. URL, textual content, size, etc.) (see Barrera Figures 4, 8-10, column 4 lines 26-34). 
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In regard to dependent claim 3, Barrera teaches graphical magnifying glass icons to the left of each 
returned URL, acting to help physically separate each displayed result (see Barrera Figure 9). 

In regard to dependent claim 4, Barrera teaches a spider ( ee Vspider") which searches a file 
corresponding to a URL (a root file), and identifies links from said file to other pages for eventual searching, 
said files and pages subject to eventual contextual formatting (see Barrera column 4 lines 2 1-34). Barrera also 
teach various categories for searching (providing context) (see Barrera Figure 9 - upper right side bullets) 

In regard to dependent claim 5, Barrera teaches graphical magnifying glass icons to the left of each 
returned URL, acting to help physically separate each displayed result (including root data, and specific data 
(see Barrera Figure 9, also Barrera column 4 lines 22-34). 

In regard to dependent claim 6, Barrera does not specifically teach a plurality of columns, as claimed. 
However, Barrera teaches parts of documents formatted as such (see Barrera Figure 7 - separation between 
index guide on left side, and columns formed by "Search by subject" area, columns are also demonstrated in 
Barrera Figures 1 and 2), providing the claimed equivalent of formatting a document into columns. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to interpret Barrera in this 
fashion, providing an organized web page to a user. 

In regard to dependent claim 7, Barrera teaches electronically displaying a document to a user 
(Barrera Figures 9-10, column 5 lines 11-16). 

In regard to dependent claim 8, Barrera does not specifically teach "print preview". However, Ernst 
teaches an HTML browser (Netscape) which describes "print preview" of web pages, said pages including 
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various search engine related pages subject to printing (Ernst page 57). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Ernst to Barrera, providing a user of Barrera the 
benefit of previewing search engine web page results, prior to printing, in order to see exactly how said results 
will look after printing. 

In regard to dependent claim 9, claim 9 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed in 
claim 1, and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claim 10, claim 10 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed 
in claim 1, and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claim 11, Barrera teaches various data extracted from web pages (Barrera 
column 4 lines 22-34, column 5 lines 1 1-16, 47-58). Since Barrera (in view of Ernst) teaches 
presentation/printing of search engine web page results (i .e. HTML) (see rejection of instant claim 1), Barrera's 
results are accordingly converted for appropriate presentation/printing. 

In regard to independent claim 19, claim 19 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as 
claimed in claim 1, and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claim 20, Barrera teaches a spider ("Vspider") which searches a file 
corresponding to a URL (a root file), and identifies links from said file to other page URLs for eventual 
searching, said files and pages subject to eventual contextual formatting (see Barrera column 4 lines 21-34). 
Barrera also teach various categories for searching (providing context) (see Barrera Figure 9 - upper right side 
bullets). Barrera also teaches a user query resulting in specific locations (i.e. URLs, and returned sections of 
pages with search terms - as taught in the rejection of claims 19, and 1, above). 
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In regard to dependent claim 21, Barrera also teaches a user query resulting in specific locations (i.e. 
URLs, and returned sections of pages with search terms - as taught in the rejection of claims 19 and 1, above, 
see also Barrera Figures 4, 9). It is noted that Barrera Figure 4 only displays portions of web page content 
including search terms, etc. 

In regard to dependent claim 22, claim 22 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed 
in independent claim 19, and in further view of the following, is rejected along the same rationale. 

Barrera teaches formatting and display of a dynamically produced web page (typically HTML), which 
can be fairly interpreted as a predetermined format suitable for display and printing (see Barrera column 5 lines 
10-16; compare with claim 22 "format suitable for both electronic display and printing", and "predetermined 
format"). 

In regard to dependent claim 23, Barrera teaches a spider ( ee Vspider") which searches a file 
corresponding to a URL (a root file), and identifies links from said file to other pages for eventual searching of 
portions, said files and pages subject to eventual contextual formatting (see Barrera column 4 lines 21-34). 
Barrera also teach various categories for searching (providing context) (see Barrera Figure 9 - upper right side 
bullets), as well as use inputted search term query. 

In regard to dependent claim 24, claim 24 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed 
in claims 23, and 19, and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to independent claim 25, claim 25 reflects the apparatus comprising computer readable 
instructions used in performing the method as claimed in independent claim 1, and is rejected along the same 
rationale. 
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In regard to dependent claim 26, Barrera teaches a spider ("Vspider") which searches a file 
corresponding to a URL (a root file), and identifies links from said file to other pages for eventual searching of 
portions, said files and pages subject to eventual contextual formatting and categorizing of data (see Barrera 
column 4 lines 2 1-34). Barrera also teach various categories for searching (see Barrera Figure 9 - upper right 
side bullets), as well as use inputted search term query. 

In regard to dependent claims 27, 28, 29, 30, claims 27, 28, 29, 30 reflect the apparatus comprising 
computer readable instructions used in performing the methods as claimed in dependent claims 3, 4, 5, and 
combination of claims 7 and 9, respectively, and are rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to independent claim 32, claim 32 reflects the apparatus comprising computer readable 
instructions used in performing the method as claimed in independent claim 1, and is rejected along the same 
rationale. 

In regard to independent claim 33, claim 33 reflects the computer readable medium comprising 
computer readable instructions used in performing the method as claimed in independent claim 1, and is rejected 
along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claims 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, claims 34-40 reflect the computer readable 
medium comprising computer readable instructions used in performing the methods as claimed in claims 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 11, respectively, and are rejected along the same rationale. 
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In regard to independent claim 48, claim 48 reflects the computer readable medium comprising 
computer readable instructions used in performing the method as claimed in independent claim 1, and is rejected 
along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claim 49, Barrera teaches a spider ("Vspider") which searches a file 
corresponding to a URL (a root file), and identifies links from said file to other page URLs for eventual 
searching, said files and pages subject to eventual contextual formatting (see Barrera column 4 lines 21-34). 
Barrera also teach various categories for searching (providing context) (see Barrera Figure 9 - upper right side 
bullets). Barrera also teaches a user query resulting in specific locations (i.e. URLs, and returned sections of 
pages with search terms - as taught in the rejection of claims 48, and 1, above). 

In regard to dependent claim 50, Barrera also teaches a user query resulting in specific locations (i.e. 
URLs, and returned sections of pages with search terms - as taught in the rejection of claims 48, and 1, above, 
see also Barrera Figures 4, 9). It is noted that Barrera Figure 4 only displays portions of web page content 
including search terms, etc. 

In regard to dependent claim 51, claim 5 1 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed 
in independent claim 48, and in further view of the following, is rejected along the same rationale. 

Barrera teaches formatting and display of a dynamically produced web page (typically HTML), which 
can be fairly interpreted as a predetermined format suitable for display and printing (see Barrera column 5 lines 
10-16; compare with claim 51 "format suitable for both electronic display and printing", and "predetermined 
formal). 

In regard to dependent claim 52, Barrera teaches a spider ("Vspider") which searches a file 
corresponding to a URL (a root file), and identifies links from said file to other pages for eventual searching of 
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portions, said files and pages subject to eventual contextual formatting (see Barrera column 4 lines 2 1-34). 
Ban-era also teach various categories for searching (providing context) (see Barrera Figure 9 - upper right side 
bullets), as well as use inputted search term query. 

In regard to dependent claim 53, claim 53 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as claimed 
in claims 52, and 48, and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claim 54, claim 54 reflects the apparatus comprising computer readable 
instructions used in performing the method as claimed in claim 1 (especially Ernst's teaching of Netscape 
browser application in the rejection of claim 1, above), and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claims 55, 56, Barrera teaches formation of a web page document (Barrera 
column 5 lines 10-16, Figure 10; compare with claim 55). 

Barrera (in view of Ernst) teach printing of a document (said printing intended for use with a printer) 
(see the rejection of claim 1, above), therefore claim 56 is rejected along the same rationale. 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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13. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(703-872-9306) (for formal/after-final communications intended for entry) 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, 
Arlington, VA, Fourth Floor (Receptionist). 




William L. Bashore 
Patent Examiner, AU 2176 
November 10, 2003 



